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HICKES'S ADDITIONS TO THE RUNIC POEM. 1 

In his Thesaurus (1705, Vol. I, p. 135) Hickes gives a copy 
of the Old- English Runic Poem from the manuscript Cottoniana 
Otho, B 10, which was burned in 1731. As the manuscript is gone, 
we shall always be dependent upon Hickes's printed copy, unless 
some manuscript closely related to Cot. Otho should turn up. 

The chief question that presents itself is this : Did Hickes find 
in Cot. Otho all that he gives us in his transcription of the Runic 
Poem ? And if he added to it, where did he get what he added ? 
It is my object in this paper to answer these questions as far as 
the material at present accessible to me will permit. 

Hickes arranged the poem so that the account of each rune 
begins a new line, and he placed the runes in a column in the left 
margin, so that each rune stands opposite the line in which it is 
treated of. Our knowledge of other Old-English manuscripts 
makes us doubt that this was so in the manuscript of the Runic 
Poem. The column of runes is preceded by a column of phono- 
logical values and is followed by a column of rune-names. In the 
case of some of the runes, one or more variant forms are given, 
and at the bottom of the column are added certain runes that are 
not dealt with in the poem. 2 It is, a priori, very unlikely that 
all this grammatical lore was in the manuscript of the Runic 
Poem. The way that Hickes writes the names makes it appear 
that putting them in was an afterthought with him; indeed, I 
believe I can trace them to their source, but I refrain from saying 

iThis paper is accompanied by two reproductions: (1) Page 10 of Cottoniana Domit. % 
A 9, slightly reduced from a photograph by Dossetter, London, and (2) the left edge of page 135 
of the first volume of Hickes's Thesaurus, from a photograph by Randall, Ann Arbor. The 
reader will find it necessary to make constant reference to these reproductions. 

2 The ea-rune is the last one that has a verse. In some unaccountable way, WUlker 
(Bibliothek der Angelsachsischen Poesie, Vol. I, p. 336) gives *f for ^f, just as he does in the 
Love Letter, p. 308. He omits some of the variants, totally misrepresents the p-rune and 
the second /u-rune (eoh), and, in general, represents the runes with such types as the printer 
chanced to have in stock, regardless of the forms in the original. I may state here that in 
this paper I am still using types cut by myself. But I take pleasure in announcing that, 
through the enlightened generosity of Mr Junius Beal of Ann Arbor, American scholars and 
American printers will soon have access to types that will enable them to print any ordi- 
nary inscription, whether Greek, Latin, or Runic. 
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2 GrEOKGE HeMPL 

more until the necessary material is in my hands. Of course, it 
is possible that the names stood above the runes in the manuscript 
of the Runic Poem, having been inserted by some later scribe, 
but before Hickes' s day. As for the phonological values, the 
variant runes, and the extra runes below, it is easy to show that 
all this was not in the manuscript of the Runic Poem, but was 
taken from the manuscript Cottoniana Domit, A 9, and that by 
Hickes himself. 

With the futhorc 1 of this manuscript we know Hickes was 
familiar, 2 for he copied it and printed it on the very next page to 
the one on which he gives us the Runic Poem. Hickes' s copy is 
reproduced by Stephens, Vol. I, p. 102. A better copy was made 
by Madden for Stephens, and was reproduced by the latter on 
page 830. As I shall deal with this futhorc in detail in my forth- 
coming volume on The Old-English Runic Futhorcs and Alpha- 
bets, I shall here call attention to only the more important of its 
characteristics. 3 The futhorc is written in three lines and is the 
work of two scribes. The original writer set out to give only the 
runes, with phonological values below; but when he got to the 
end of the second line, instead of writing ea, he wrote ear, the name 
of the rune. And in the third line he continued to write the 
names below the runes, and the phonological values above. From 
this it would appear that he had two sources for his f urthorc : (1) 
One that had the runes and below them their values, and that 
ended in ea. This is the stage of development of the Old-English 
futhorc that we find reflected on the Thames knife; there, too, 
we find the strange forms Y 4 and f for 1^ and % (2) One that 
had runes for io and the differentiated velars k and g, as well as 
the spurious runes cweorth and stan. This furthorc apparently 

i In this paper I shall distinguish between a runic futhorc (in which the runes stand in 
the usual order: /, u, f>, o, r, c, etc.) and a runic alphabet (in which the runes are arranged 
in the A B C-order). 

2 It may be that he was entirely dependent upon the copy sent him by Wanley ; cf . 
Wanley, Cat., p. 239, and Stephens, Vol. II, p. 829, bot. 

3 It seems to have escaped notice that the parchment is a palimpsest, at least so far as 
the lower half of the page is concerned. Under . e. ethel.i. patria, etc., I can read the 
begining of a futhorc, and below that a runic alphabet, but not the one of Hickes's that 
Stephens refers to, p. 831, top. 

* I am here going on the supposition that we may trust Stephens's very positive state- 
ments (3, p. 159) of the observations made by him and Franks, in opposition to those made 
by Gosch for Wimmer (Die Runenschrift, p. 82). 
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Hiokes's Additions ot the Runic Poem 3 

had the values above the runes, and the names below. In copy- 
ing the values, the scribe first wrote the name mg instead of ng, 
but he then erased enough of the i to turn it into a dot or two 
dots (cf. the reproduction), similar to those about the other 
letters, and partially erased the one he had already made between 
I and mg. 

The second scribe undertook to supply names for all the runes, 
sqeezing them in above the writing of the first scribe. With 
both writers, acquaintance with the runes was at second hand 
only, a sort of antiquarian knowledge. It would appear that 
the later scribe knew them only from a copy in which they were 
arranged in A B C-order (as originally on the lower half of the page, 
cf. p. 2, footnote 3) and so had difficulty in identifying them when 
arranged, as here, in the futhorc order. It is strange that he did 
not avail himself of the aid that the first scribe's written phono- 
logical values offered him ; in two cases, indeed, he undertook to 
change them. Thus he takes Y\ to be dceg, and M to be mann, 
and changes the underwritten correct m and d to d and m. The 
tilted >T he supposes to be an s and assigns it the name sigel. 
The odd s-rune Y he first took to be Y and began to write the 
name feoh, but stopped after writing fe. 1 The name tir he 
assigns to T as well as to f , and the name inc to I as well as to 
£ . The similarity of the names and values of T sT t1 & caused 
him much trouble. The first he leaves without name, assigning 
iolx to calc, the second we have seen him take for an s-rune, the 
third he gives the name of the fourth, and this he leaves without 
a name. In the last line he got nothing at all right. 

There are variants, in the original hand, written above the 
runes for h, s, and ce. The first of these is an ft-rune whose 
erect shafts are near together and whose cross-bars extend beyond 
the shafts. It is preceded by &Vel and between the top of the 1 
and the rune is . a . 2 This a is exactly like those made by the 

i The / is more curved than the other /'s of the second hand and backs up against the 
square dot that the first scribe put at the side of the variant rune above. Unfortunately, 
there is at this spot an imperfection in the half-tone reproduction, whereby the lower limb 
of the rune is shortened and a part of the /, as also the preceding dot, obliterated. 

2 There was once something written where the second dot now stands, that extended 
above it ; I cannot make it out. The & is faint but quite distinct in the photograph, though 
it is hardly discernible in the haft-tone reproduction. It was probably written and then 
erased by the scribe who afterwards wrote vel. 
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second scribe and was probably made by him. Whether or not 
he wrote the &Yel, I cannot say. He evidently took the variant 
A-rune at first for an p , but decided that that was wrong and so 
tried to erase the . a . and the V el and, in so doing, partially 
erased the adjoining portion of the h-rxme. Thus a careless 
glance catches only one shaft with two cross-bars (cf . reproduc- 
tion). Between the two runes for ce, the second scribe has 
written pro, meaning that the upper may be used for the lower. 
These two forms are found side by side in Galba, A2 (Hickes, 3, 
tab. VI. = Stephens, No. 13). The name gear was first written 
with a letter after the e that has generally been taken for an o but 
appears to me to be an r ; this letter is underdotted and an a is 
written above it. The name ac was first written ac and then 
changed to ar, or vice versa. In the list of names below, in a 
later hand, we find • a • ar . i • reueretia. The would-be names 
inserted above the third line, by the second hand, I shall con- 
sider at another time ; they have no interest for our present study. 

Hickes's copy 1 of this futhorc (on the back of the page on 
which he prints the Runic Poem) reveals the following inac- 
curacies and errors. The remnant of the variant /i-rune is placed 
by the side of the regular rune. The variant rune for s (as also 
the following fe) is omitted and for the one in the line the letter 
R is substituted, probably because Hickes misinterpreted the long 
s below as r, on account of the similarity existing between these 
letters in the Old-English hand. The variant ce-rune is omitted, 
so that the word pro appears as the name of the usual rune. The 
name inc over I is reproduced as eac. The name lagw is repro- 
duced as lagir. 

Madden's copy too, as reported by Stephens (2, p. 830), has 
numerous errors. It is evident that practically all of these are 
not due to Stephens but originated with Madden. The variant 
/i-rune is ignored. The name over I is read as iac instead of inc. 
peord is read peord. The letters fe over the s-rune are conjec- 
tured to be co or et. lagw is read lagir. :ng is read ing (cf. p. 
3 above), mann' (the • is one of the two dots about the upper 

*I have not deemed it necessary to reproduce this. Geimm's reproduction (Ueber 
deutsche Runen, Tab. Ill, 2) is practically perfect. 
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Hickes's Additions to the Runic Poem 5 

ce-rune) is misread as manis ("plainly written," as Stephens 
says). The upper ce-rune is misinterpreted by Stephens as "an 
old Scandinavian type of the M." The application of pro is 
erroneous, cweord is incorrectly given as cwceord. The cweord- 
and caZc-runes are supplied with elaborate ceriphs. The K over 
the cafc-rune is read ic. Stephens erroneously says, " R want- 
ing." The r-rune is in its proper place, but the R that Hickes 
substituted (see p. 4 above) for the two forms of the s-rune does, 
of course, not appear. 

There are two or three peculiarities about the futhorc of Cot. 
Domit. The first hand gave the j'-rune the value gg and, as we 
saw above, wrote the name ear, instead of the value ea, under the 
ea-rune, and at first wrote mg under the wgr-rune but later tried 
to change the i into -or :, though not very successfully. The 
second scribe gave the 10-rune the name wen and, as we saw above, 
made numerous mistakes in identifying the runes. 

Now, the values given in the Runic Poem coincide with those 
in Cot. Domit. even to the peculiarities pointed out above, namely, 
gg , the apparent mg, and ear. Even the would-be corrections of 
the later hand were copied by Hipkes, and that with the identical 
spellings deg and mann, though he has dceg and [ra]aw in the 
column of names. The slight divergencies that appear are easily 
explained. Of the three values z se st given in Cot. Domit. for 
stan, Hickes has, for lack of room, omitted se. He was evidently 
in doubt concerning the K given in Cot. Domit. as the value of 
the caZc-rune. In his copy of Cot. Domit. (Vol. I, p. 136), he 
correctly renders this as K, but as there is a horizontal line drawn 
through it in the manuscript, he gives the rune no value at all in 
his copy of the Runic Poem. 1 

But not only did Hickes transfer the phonological values from 
Cot. Domit. to the Runic Poem, he also got from the same 
source the variant runes that he gives in his transcript of the 
Runic Poem. This is true of the first w-rune, the first and the 

i In this way Sievers (Paul's Grundriss, Vol. I, plate " Runenalphabete ") was misled 
into supposing that the rune in cweorb ^ above the caZc-rune m was a repetition 

q ' l 

of the rune in tir v?v ear just above it, and that cweari really belonged to (n 
ear | q 
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second ft-runes, the first n-rune, 1 the first /u-rune (i), the first 
ng-rune, as well as all the runes that have no corresponding verses 
in the Runic Poem. It is interesting to observe that the runes 
that were taken over from Cot. Domit. are in all cases the first 
ones. It is evident that Hickes copied the Runic Poem with 
the runes in it in a column. He then prefixed the variant runes 
from Cot. Domit., just as he prefixed the values. But the engraver 
(or Hickes himself, in making copy for the printer), not wishing 
to let the extra runes project at the left, moved the original 
runes a little to the right. Of the variant runes transferred from 
Cot. Domit., the most interesting is the supposed ^ h. We have 
seen that this form is due to Hickes' s misreading of a half -erased 
^ and that, therefore, no such rune ever existed, either in the 
Runic Poem or in Cot. Domit., though it has figured in all books 
on runes since Hickes' s day. 

It is clear that the rune-names that Hickes gives in his copy 
of the Runic Poem were not taken from Cot. Domit., whatever 
their origin. There is, however, one exception to this. A glance 
at the reproduction makes it clear that Hickes (or his engraver) 
placed over the 10-rune that was taken from Cot. Domit. the name 
that it has in that manuscript, that is, wen, and that he started to 
write over the rune from the Runic Poem the name it had in 
the Runic Poem, but that he did not write more than the first 
consonant. 2 How this happened may be explained in various 
ways. What is of importance to us is the fact that the name wen 
was introduced into the Runic Poem from Cot. Domit The 
name is found nowhere else and has therefore no more authority 
than its occurrence in Cot. Domit gives it. But we have seen 
that it was inserted into Cot. Domit. by the second scribe, a man 
who has shown that he was grossly ignorant of runes and runic 
matters. Under the circumstances, we are justified in assuming 
that he wrote wen for wyn under the influence of the preceding 
cen. Some years ago, Sievers showed (Anglia, Vol. XIII, pp. 
3 ff.) that the Runic Poem and all other texts containing the 

!The peculiar upper back-stroke seen in Hickes's reproduction is due to his misin- 
terpretation of a crease in the parchment. 

2 All this is concealed by the disarrangements that Wimmek introduced (p. 85) into his 
copy of Hickes. Compare also his systematizing treatment of the latter part of the futhorc. 

140 



Hickes's Additions to the Runic Poem 7 

to -rune demand the name wyn, Gothic uuinne, and that this must, 
therefore, have been the original name of the rune ; but, in defer- 
ence to the occurrence of the form wen "in mehreren ags. runen- 
alphabeten," Sievers concedes that this name had currency later. 
I do not know what Sievers had in mind when he said the form 
wen was found in several Old-English futhorcs. We have seen 
that it is found only in Cot. Domit. and the Runic Poem; 
furthermore, that it was copied into the latter from the former, and 
that it owes its existence in the former to a late scribe who was 
guilty of numerous glaring errors. We may now, therefore, 
regard this specter name as finally laid. 

Hitherto the forms, values, and names found in Hickes's tran- 
scription of the Runic Poem have been assigned chief impor- 
tance in runic studies, for example, by both Wimmer (p. 85) and 
Sievers (as cited above). The bearing of the present study is 
this: The Runic Poem can be appealed to as evidence on runic 
matters only in regard to the right-hand forms (and perhaps most 
of the names) of those runes that have corresponding verses in the 
poem. The remaining runes and the phonological spellings 
added by Hickes have only so much value as they have in the 
Cot. Domit. manuscript. For the same reasons, the alphabet 
constructed by Hickes from the runes given by him as appearing 
in the Runic Poem, and published in his Thesaurus (Vol. Ill, 
tab. 2., No. '2,= Stephens, Vol. I, p. 104, No. 16) has no greater 
value. In other words, I have removed from the Runic Poem 
most of the rubbish that became attached to it in the process of 
its transmission to us, and which has been preserved, with more 
or less care, by those who have edited the poem. 

GrEOBGE HEMPL. 
Ann Arbor. 
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